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R EMARKS 



Claims 1 -22, 47, 49 and 50 arc pending in the application. j 
Claims 1-18, 20-22, 25-46, 48 and 50 have been withdrawn. \ 
Claims 1 9, 47, and 49 stand rejected. | 
Claims 19, and 47, have been amended to slate that the composition consists of a jspecificd 
resin or resins and at least one block copolymer. \ 

-15 U.S.C. §Sl02('e)and \02fn\ [ 
Dottschalk i 

Claims 47 and 49 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as anticipated, or, in the alirnaiive. 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Gottschalk (WO 94/12572). The Gotlshalk Inference 
Tails to teach only thermoplastic resins compatible with a (meth) acrylale compoiint. and 
therefore Coils to present a prima facie case of either an anticipation or obviousness. \ 

The Gottschalk ret^rcnce refers to an ABC triblock polymer, having the tevcrsed 
n<,menclaturc as in Applicant's tnblock as described in Claim 19. In the Gottschalk tei^Llymcr. 
block (A) is compatible with the resin, and is a vinyl aromatic; block (C) is a C.g alkylSestcr of 
(meth) acrylic acid and is incompatible with the lestn. (Claims 1 and 4). ITiis is (|e exac t 
O£cosit^ of Applicant's claiml9 in which Applicant's A block, which is represc^ited by 
poly(methyl methacrylaie) is compatible witli the thermoplastic resin; and Applicant's p block 
wliich is represented by polystyrene and is incompatible with the thermoplastic resin. l| is easy 
to sec how the Gottschalk reference could look similar to Applicant's claims on first glajcc, due 
to the difference in nomenelaiore of the ABC triblock. To summarize: \ 
^^i^ascalk Applicant Claim 10 \ 

A - vinyl aromatic - compatible C = Styrene - incompatible \ 

C>- (meth)acryiate - incompatible A = methacrylate = compatible ] 

Thus, while the triblock ol Goitscalk contains a vinvl arom.tir (ie. styrene) which is cnipatiblc 
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^viih ti^e resin, Applicant'., claim 19 triblock styrene is incompatible with the resin.j And the 
Gottscalk triblock contain, a £meth}aciylate that is incomnatihie with the r^n, whik 
Applicant'., claimed melhacrylate is compatible with the resin! One of skill ia the ait lould not 
be motivated by these direct opposites to practice Applicant's claims. Further, tlic Pottshalk 
reference, by teaching tlic exact opposite relationship between a triblock and a UKr|i.oplastic 
resia teaches a.? far away from Applicant's claims as is possible. \ 

The Gotlshalk reference lurther teaches an additional polymer (C), having the! opposite 
relationship to the triblock a.s Polymer (A) - and thus the polymer C of Oottshalk L^ould be 
similar to that of Applicant's clamis. However, Applicants have limited the resin to m Claimed 
(iheimoplastic fluorinatcd resin XI or several compatible resins - Claim 19; or | styrcne 
thermoplastic resin XI or several compatible resins - Claim 47). Therefore the therrjioplastic 
resin now consists Only of resins compatible with XI, and therefore compatible with Uock A. 
Since Gottshalk teaches that the thermoplastic resin must have both a compatible and 
incompatible component, it teaches opposite and away from Apphcanl's claims jof only 
compatible resins. ; 

Applicant's claims 47 and 49 use a similar nomenclature to the OoUshalk ABC, md have 
similar compatibilities to the GottshaJk polymer A. However, the Gottshalk reference ilaims a 
mixture of compatible polymer A and incompatible polymer C, while in Applicant's irivcntion 
ihc liiermoplaslic rosin contains only polymers that are compatible with block A. 

In Applicant's mvention, the C blocks ar incompatible with any part of the them'iopla.slic 
resin, and "form a discontinuous phase withm the material, forming nanodomains..." ipage 8. 
lines 20-25 of the original specification. The Gottshalk reference describes th ctri-block |olyiiicr 
as a co n ip.-^tibili:.cr ibr two incompatible polymers in the thermoplastic matrix. t\o such 
compatibilizcr is needed in Applicant's uivention, as all resins in the thermoplastic m^jtrix are 
already c(mipatible. The triblock instead serves a very diffei^nt function than that taughj by the 
Gotlshalk reference. ;i 

S 

Claims 47 and 49 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as anticipated, or, in the altcUtive. 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Auschra ct al. (Macromolccules, vol 26, no. 24, li;93). 
As in the gottshalk relercnce above, the triblock described in the Auschra reference is u^d a. a 
compatibiiizer Ibr two incompatible polymers in the thermoplastic resin matrix. Appj.canfs 
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claim a lhermopia.tic matrix composed only of compatible resin.. The Auschra rolelcncc faib 
10 teach or suggest a thern.oplaslic matrix cnntairiing oaly compatible resins, and this fails to 
present a prima Jacie case of czlher obviousness or anticipation. Further, by dcscribilg only a 
ihcrmopIa.iic matrix formed of incompaable resins, the Auschra reference teaches ajvay fn,m 
Apphcani^s cimms ofa thermoplastic matrix compo.sed of only compatible resins. 



( 



Do uble PaleutinL> Rej ef^tinn j 

Applicant maintains that the double patenting rejections arc both improper, as thLc is no 
portion of the present patent to disclaim - as the US 09/884,108 and US 6,762,245 rlfcrenccs 
will both expire AFTER Applicant's application. Tl.us the filing ofa Teiminal disclainlr, when 
there is no portion of the patent to disclaim is meaningless and contrary to all public policy. 

In view of the above, Applicant believes that the reasons for rejection hL been 
overcome, and the claims herein should be allowable to the Applicam. Acc6rdinizlv. 
reconsideration and allowance after- Final Rejection are requested. \ 



ReHpeclfully subinilled, 

Thomas F. Roland!, Esq. 
Attorney for the Applicants 
Rey. No. 42, no 

Arkema, Inc. 

Patent Department - 26th Floor 
2000 Market Street 
I'hiladelphia, PA 19103-3222 
Tel (215)419-7314 
FaN (215)419-7075 



Date: January 9. 2006 
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